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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Marvin Fuller appeals from a district court judgment entered pursu-
ant to ajury verdict finding in favor of the Defendant police officers
in his action brought under 42 U.S.C.A. § 1983 (West Supp. 1999),
alleging unlawful arrest, malicious prosecution, and excessive force.
We may reverse ajury verdict only if there is a complete absence of
probative facts to support the conclusions reached by the jury. See
Sherill White Constr., Inc. v. South Carolina Nat'| Bank, 713 F.2d
1047, 1050 (4th Cir. 1983). There was ample evidence presented at
trial from which the jury could conclude that probable cause sup-
ported the Defendants' decision to arrest and prosecute Fuller for
being drunk in public, not the least of which was the testimony of sev-
eral police officers that Fuller displayed many characteristics of an
intoxicated person. Several officers testified that Fuller smelled of
alcohol, that his speech was dlurred, his eyes were bloodshot and
watery, and his balance was unsteady. The presence of such evidence
precludes Fuller from prevailing on his false arrest and malicious
prosecution claims. See Porterfield v. Lott, 156 F.3d 563, 568-70 (4th
Cir. 1998). While Fuller disputes the credibility of much of this evi-
dence, credibility determinations lie within the sole province of the
jury. See United Statesv. Lamar, 75 F.3d 964, 973 (4th Cir. 1996).

There was also evidence from which the jury could reject Fuller's
excessive force claim. Only Fuller testified that any force was used
to effectuate his arrest. While Fuller alleged that he was cuffed too
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tightly and that he was |eft alonein a car that was uncomfortably
warm for two hours, several persons present at the relevant times tes-
tified that they did not recall Fuller ever complaining of any discom-
fort the night of his arrest. Moreover, the Defendants submitted
medical expert testimony that Fuller suffered no seriousinjury.

Accordingly, the judgment of the district court is affirmed. We dis-
pense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and argument
would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



